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Abstract—This study builds on work by Matveev and Nelson 
[1] which investigated the relationship between intercultural 
communication competence and multicultural team 
performance using American and Russian managers. This study 
examines the impact of national culture for Filipino and 
American subjects. While a relationship between intercultural 
communication competence and multicultural team 
performance was found, it did not differ by overall national 
culture. The three dimensions of intercultural communication 
competence – team effectiveness, intercultural uncertainty, and 
intercultural empathy – and overall intercultural 
communication competence were found to be significantly 
different between Filipino and Americans. 
 
Index Terms— Intercultural communication competence, 
Multicultural team performance, the Philippines, the United 
States. 
I. INTRODUCTION 
ESEARCHERS have documented that the successful 
performance of multicultural teams is a vital and 
contributing factor to organizational success [2]–[4]. The 
increased reliance on multicultural teams has renewed 
interest in understanding and developing communication 
processes necessary to develop high performance teams 
across cultural differences. From surveying American and 
Russian managers, Matveev and Nelson [1] found a 
significant effect of national culture on intercultural 
communication competence, suggesting the need to train 
managers to become more effective in culturally complex 
workplaces. This study expands on the work of Matveev and 
Nelson [1] by investigating the relationship between 
intercultural communication competence and multicultural 
team performance of Filipino and American team members, 
and considers the effect that national culture has on 
intercultural communication. First literature on multicultural 
team performance, intercultural communication competence, 
and national culture are examined, followed by our 
hypotheses. Methodology is then described and results 
summarized and discussed. 
II. INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE AND 
MULTICULTURAL TEAM PERFORMANCE 
In companies that work to expand globally, team 
performance becomes vulnerable to cross-cultural interaction 
problems [1]. Managing cultural diversity, cultural differences, 
and cross-cultural conflicts has surfaced as frequent challenges 
for cross-cultural teams [5]. Because of their diverse 
perceptions, managers are more likely to interpret and respond 
differently to similar strategic issues or team tasks [6]. 
Intercultural communication competence is thus an important 
component of a manager’s ability to address any performance 
challenges [1], [7]. 
While many researchers have investigated intercultural 
communication competence and intercultural effectiveness 
[8]–[10], understanding of the relationship between 
intercultural communication competence and multicultural 
team performance is insufficiently developed [11], [12]. 
Combined analyses of multicultural team performance, 
intercultural communication competence, and national culture 
orientations of team members could explain how 
communication competence influences the performance of 
multicultural teams. 
Furthermore, Matveev and Nelson [1] argue that high 
competence has a direct and positive effect on the decision 
making and problem-solving abilities of managers. The 
Intercultural Communication Competence Model [1], [13] 
includes four dimensions: interpersonal skills, team 
effectiveness, intercultural uncertainty, and intercultural 
empathy. In the interpersonal skills dimension, a team 
member acknowledges differences in the communicative and 
interactional styles of people from different cultures, 
demonstrates flexibility in resolving misunderstandings, and 
feels comfortable when communicating with foreign nationals. 
The team effectiveness dimension includes such critical skills 
as the ability of a team member to understand and clearly 
communicate team goals, roles, and norms to other members 
of a multicultural team. The intercultural uncertainty 
dimension reflects the ability of a team member to display 
patience in intercultural situations, to be tolerant of ambiguity 
and uncertainty due to cultural differences, and to work in a 
flexible manner with others on a multicultural team. Finally, in 
the intercultural empathy dimension, a culturally empathetic 
team member has the capacity to behave as though he or she 
understands the world as team members from other cultures do, 
has a spirit of inquiry about other cultures and the 
communication patterns in these cultures, an appreciation for a 
variety of working styles, and an ability to view the ways 
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III. FILIPINO AND U.S. NATIONAL CULTURE ORIENTATIONS 
Although the literature acknowledges many differences in 
cultural orientation [14], Matveev and Nelson [1] emphasize 
five cultural orientations that could influence intercultural 
communication competence: richness of the communication 
context, power distance, individualism, uncertainty 
avoidance, and performance orientations [15]–[17]. We now 
compare the Filipino and U.S. national cultures along the five 
orientations used by Matveev and Nelson [1] - richness of the 
communication context, power distance, individualism, 
uncertainty avoidance, and performance orientation. 
Hall [15]–[16] proposed a low- to-high-context continuum 
that categorizes cultures based on the degree of context 
accompanying communication. Low-context cultures 
communicate with information and meaning explicitly 
encoded in words. North America, which tends to follow a 
task-centered communication model, is an example of a low 
context culture [5]. High context cultures on the other hand 
convey meaning and message through non-verbal context 
including physical settings and the individual’s internal 
values, beliefs and norms [15]–[16]. High-context cultures, 
such as French or Japanese, tend to absorb information from 
networks of colleagues, friends, family, clients, etc., and do 
not convey nor expect explicit background information in 
direct exchanges. Filipinos belong to the high-context culture 
[15]–[16]. To them, in-group harmony is very important and 
should therefore precede other concerns even if fidelity of the 
message is at stake. A receiver is expected to understand the 
message even if most of it is coded in a context such as 
relationship of the participants, the roles they play, and the 
topic being discussed [15]–[16]. 
Power distance is defined as the degree to which members 
of a culture expect power to be unequally distributed [17], 
reflective of how cultures differentiate individuals and groups 
with respect to power, authority, prestige, status, wealth and 
material possessions [18]–[19]. Low power distance cultures 
prefer consultation, participation, cooperation and practicality, 
while high power distance cultures prefer autocratic or 
majority rule decision making and are reluctant to trust one 
another [4]. While the U.S. is a low power distance culture 
with Hofstede’s index of 40, the Philippines is a high power 
distance culture with Hofstede’s index of 94 and is a high 
number four in power distance among 53 countries [17]. The 
dominant characteristics of high power distance cultures are 
particularly evident in Filipino organizations through the 
inequality of individuals, dependence on the superiors, and 
unquestioning acceptance of directives from them [20]. 
The individualism-collectivism orientation of a specific 
culture captures the integration of groups within organizations 
and society, including the role that individual and group goals 
play [17]–[18]. The U.S. is the individualistic culture with 
Hofstede’s 91 index and the Philippines is the collectivistic 
culture with Hofstede’s individualism index of 32 and is 
ranked 31st among 50 countries [17]. In Filipino organizations, 
much importance is placed on the objectives, opinions, and 
wishes of the group rather than the individual self. As Triandis 
[21] explained, in collectivistic cultures “social norms and 
duty [are] defined by the in-group rather than [the 
individual’s] behavior to get pleasure” (52). He further 
explained that there is that “great readiness to cooperate” in a 
collectivistic group (p. 52). 
Uncertainty avoidance indicates the perceived threat of both 
uncertainty and ambiguity within a culture [17], and the extent 
to which a society seeks orderliness and predictability through 
societal norms, formalized procedures, regulations, laws, etc. 
[18]. High uncertainty avoidance cultures like Sweden, 
Germany and Japan, tend to exhibit a high level of regulation, 
consistency, structured lifestyles, and clearly articulated 
expectations. Low uncertainly avoidance cultures like the 
United States, Ireland, and Jamaica are less concerned about 
following rules and procedures to alleviate uncertainty. Both 
the U.S. (46 Hofstede’s index) and the Philippines (44 
Hofstede’s index) are low uncertainty avoidance or 
uncertainty accepting cultures. This means both Americans 
and Filipinos “have lower stress levels and weaker super egos 
and accept dissent and take risks more than members of high 
uncertainty avoidance cultures” [22] (p. 395). 
Lastly, Javidan and House’s [18] performance orientation, 
similar to Hofstede’s [17] masculinity orientation, refers to the 
degree to which a culture encourages and rewards group 
members for performance improvement and excellence. 
Performance oriented cultures like Singapore, Hong-Kong, 
and the United States value training, development, and 
initiative, and are typified by a sense of task urgency and 
“can-do” attitude. Low performance oriented cultures such as 
Russia, Italy, and Argentina value tradition, loyalty, and 
belonging, view feedback as discomforting, and recognize 
family, background, or relationship more than performance. 
The U.S. (62 Hofstede’s index) and the Philippines (64 
Hofstede’s index) are both highly masculine cultures that 
“expect men to be assertive, ambitious, and competitive, and 
to strive for material success, and to respect whatever is big, 
strong, and fast” [23] (p. 148). In the masculine workplace 
“women face serious obstacles to achieving work place 
equality:” They are expected to assist men and are given lower 
wages, less stable employment, and fewer opportunities for 
advancement [23] (p. 149). 
IV. HYPOTHESES 
The following hypotheses consider the overall relationship 
between intercultural communication competence and 
multicultural team performance, as well the differences 
expected to be seen between American and Filipino subjects 
on each of the four dimensions of intercultural 
communication competence. 
 
Hypothesis 1: A positive relationship exists between 
the level of intercultural communication competence 
of multicultural team members and the performance 
of a multicultural team. 
 
Intercultural competence helps overcome many of the 
challenges facing teams by developing the teams’ abilities to 
communicate, work well together and develop work 
GSTF Journal on Business Review (GBR) Vol.3 No.3, June 2014
47 © 2014 GSTF
 
 
relationship synergies that have a significant effect on team 
performance [1]. Although Matveev and Nelson [1] 
examined American and Russian managers, we can also 
expect the relationship to be significant with Filipino and 
American nationals. 
 
Hypothesis 2: Americans will score higher than 
Filipino on the interpersonal skills dimension. 
 
Hofstede [24] scores Americans low on power distance 
(power distance index of 40). Low power distance manifests 
itself in egalitarian behavior and participatory decision-
making, which could translate into willingness to bridge 
differences in interaction styles and comfort in 
communicating with a foreign national. Americans by their 
nature are more direct in their communication. This feature 
of American culture is a reflection of a deeply entrenched 
value. Americans are more direct because it indicates the 
"dominant cultural interaction form used in the United 
States” [25] (p. 176). In general, Americans do not hold back, 
they are forthright when they speak. On the contrary, 
Filipinos are very indirect in their communication. It is 
considered impolite to be blunt and frank because these show 
disrespect for the feelings of others [16]. 
Filipinos, a high power distance society, tend to be more 
reserved and power and status oriented, while Americans 
tend to be more outgoing, open, and adaptable. With respect 
to nonverbal communication, Filipino more often use tone of 
voice to indirectly express frustration and anger, in contrast 
to Americans, who are more likely to offer compliments and 
positive feedback, and to be more expressive of happy and 
positive feelings [26]–[27]. 
 
Hypothesis 3:  Americans will score higher than 
Filipinos on the dimension of team effectiveness. 
 
Whereas Filipinos usually put more importance on 
relationship and harmony within the team, Americans are 
more goal and task oriented. Our expectation is that 
Americans will score higher on team effectiveness because 
they belong to the individualistic culture with the 
individualism index of 91 compared to Filipino who belong to 
a collectivistic culture with the individualism index of 32 [17]. 
While both cultures are relatively masculine and performance 
oriented, in the world of organizations, the effectiveness of the 
team usually better when individually driven and goal oriented 
people form the team rather than people who are concerned 
with individuals' feelings. 
 
Hypothesis 4: Americans and Filipinos will score 
similar on intercultural uncertainty dimension. 
 
According to Hofstede, both Americans and Filipinos are 
uncertainty accepting cultures: Americans score 46 and 
Filipinos score 44 on the uncertainty avoidance index [17]. 
Both cultures easily accept the uncertainty inherent in life, 
tend to be tolerant of the unusual situations, and are not as 
threatened by different ideas and people. Americans and 
Filipinos prize initiative, are willing to take risks, flexible, 
believe in having as few rules as possible, and are more 
relaxed in intercultural interactions [17], [28]. 
 
Hypothesis 5: Filipinos will score higher on the 
intercultural empathy dimension than will 
Americans. 
 
According to the Filipino psychology (Sikolohiyang 
Filipino), Filipinos are very 'feeling' and sensitive people [29]. 
Filipinos believe that in the deepest core of their being they 
are connected to others and therefore are able to 'feel' what 
others feel making them very interculturally sensitive and 
empathic. This psychological view enables the Filipinos to 
easily empathize with others [29]. Americans, who are highly 
individualistic (91 individualism index), can be more 
concerned with individual gains of working on a team rather 
than be sensitive and empathic to others [17]. Del Villar [30] 
in a recent study of the Filipinos working in multinational 
corporations found a high level of intercultural sensitivity. 
This finding supports earlier studies that indicated a 
relationship between intercultural empathy and intercultural 
sensitivity [31], [32]. Respondents with high intercultural 
sensitivity are able to accept cultural differences, exhibit more 
tolerant attitude toward different behaviors, and feel more 
understanding toward people from other cultures. 
V. METHODS 
A.  Participants 
The subjects for this study were 71 American students in an 
MBA program in the northeastern United States and 93 
Filipino students in an MBA program in a large university in 
the Philippines. The American students were primarily part-
time students who worked full time. Their average age was 30 
years, with men numbering 63 percent and women numbering 
37 percent. The Filipino students were primarily full-time 
students in a Master’s program with 57 percent of them 
employed in business positions in Filipino companies. Their 
average age was 25 years, with men slightly outnumbering 
women (55 to 45 percent). 
These subjects were chosen for convenience. One of the 
authors teaches at the university where the surveys were 
administered. Respondents from both countries have work 
experience in which they work in groups that include 
members from different cultures. The survey was done in 
English as the course instruction for both groups was in 
English. The Filipino students were in a business 
management curriculum that was taught in English. The 
survey procedure was reviewed and judged to meet IRB 
requirements for the originating institution. 
B. Measurement 
Two separate measures were used to ascertain the level of 
intercultural communication competence and multicultural 
team performance [33]. One measure was the seven-point, 
23-item Intercultural Communication Competence 
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questionnaire with the internal consistency alpha of .88 [1], 
[13]. The second measure was the modified seven-point, 45-
item High-Performance Team questionnaire with the internal 
consistency alpha of .88 [3], [34], [35]. Correlation analysis 
was used to investigate the relationship between the level of 
team members’ intercultural communication competence and 
team performance (Kenny, 1987). Six t-tests were used to 
determine any differences in perceptions of the four 
dimensions of intercultural communication competence, 
overall intercultural communication competence, and 
multicultural team performance between the American and 
Filipino subjects [36], [37]. 
VI. RESULTS 
The analysis showed a significant relationship between the 
intercultural communication competence mean scores and the 




PEARSON CORRELATIONS FOR INTERCULTURAL 
COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE DIMENSIONS AND 
MULTICULTURAL TEAM PERFORMANCE FOR AMERICAN AND 
FILIPINO SUBJECTS 
* p < .01, **p < .05, N = 164 
 
Six t tests were used to test for significant differences on the 
dimensions of intercultural communication competence 
between American and Filipino respondents. American and 
Filipino respondents had significantly different mean scores 
on the team effectiveness dimension, t (177) = 2.29, p < .05. 
The American subjects’ mean scores on the team effectiveness 
dimension (M = 4.49, s.d. = 1.024) were higher than the 
Filipino subjects’ (M = 4.14, s.d. = 1.028). Similarly, the 
American and Filipino respondents had significantly different 
mean scores on the intercultural uncertainty dimension, t (177) 
= 4.59, p < .05. The American subjects’ mean scores on the 
intercultural uncertainty dimension (M = 3.88, s.d. = 1.204) 
were higher than the Filipino subjects’ (M = 3.22, s.d. = .895). 
American and Filipino respondents had significantly 
different mean scores on the intercultural empathy dimension, 
t (177) = -2.74, p < .05. The American subjects’ mean scores 
on the team intercultural empathy dimension (M = 4.71, s.d. = 
1.086) were lower than the Filipino subjects’ (M = 5.11, s.d. 
= .925). Finally, American and Filipino respondents had 
significantly different mean scores on the overall score of 
intercultural communication competence, t (177) = 2.27, p 
< .05. The American subjects’ mean scores on the intercultural 
communication competence (M = 4.74, s.d. = .644) were 
higher than the Filipino subjects’ (M = 4.54, s.d. = .534). No 
significant differences between American and Filipino 
subjects were observed for the interpersonal skills dimension 
and team performance measure. 
 
TABLE II 
TESTS OF MEAN DIFFERENCES FOR THE DIMENSIONS OF 
INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE AND TEAM 
PERFORMANCE 
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* ρ < .05, N=177 
VII. DISCUSSION 
This study found an overall positive relationship between 
intercultural communication competence and performance of 
multicultural teams. Our analysis of this hypothesis found that 
overall intercultural communication competence accounted 
for 15 percent of the variance (Table 1) in the performance 
levels of multicultural teams. This result is consistent with 
earlier research investigating the relationship of appropriate 
communication behavior and team performance [38]. A 
combination of high interpersonal skills, high team 
effectiveness skills, an ability to manage intercultural 
uncertainty, and an ability to exhibit intercultural empathy 
serves as a template for effective team membership in both 
American and Filipino culture. 
Americans and Filipino subjects scored similarly on the 
interpersonal skills dimension of intercultural communication 
competence. Although we hypothesized differently, earlier 
studies found Filipino subjects high on interpersonal skills 
dimension. For example, Del Villar’s [30] study of Filipinos in 
multinational corporations determined high scores on 
McCroskey’s [39] measures of communication competence, 
willingness to communicate and low scores in intercultural 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Interpersonal skills       
2. Team effectiveness .350*      
3. Intercultural uncertainty .310* .487*     




.694* .718* .690* .336*   
6.  Multicultural team    
performance 
.504* .198* .162** .157** .392*  
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communication apprehension. According to the Philippine 
Overseas Employment Agency [40], over 10 percent of the 
Filipino population works overseas in different specialization, 
including technical, managerial, clerical, services, and 
agricultural sectors. While the rivalry for the availability of 
overseas employment remains acute, the Filipino managers 
perform well in the multinational sectors both locally and 
overseas Philippine Overseas Employment Agency [40]. 
Finally, the Filipino subjects being based in a top-ranked 
university in the Philippines contributed to the high scores of 
Filipinos on interpersonal skills dimension. 
The higher level of team effectiveness exhibited by 
American subjects can be primarily explained by the goal and 
task orientation of Americans compared to relationship-
focused Filipinos. Americans as members of the 
individualistic culture usually focus more on the individual 
success [17]. However, during the critical stages of team 
development and task completion urgency, Americans turn 
individual benefits into the group benefits helping the group to 
achieve its goals. On the contrary, Filipinos who are more 
collectivistic would focus more on group harmony which may 
serve as a hindrance to group success. In addition, the Filipino 
subjects might have a different view on team effectiveness: 
they would focus more on the quality of the relationship than 
reaching a goal or completing a task in a specified amount of 
time. 
Americans scored higher than Filipinos on the intercultural 
uncertainty dimension of intercultural communication 
competence. A higher score on intercultural uncertainty in this 
study means that the subjects are less culturally uncertain and 
more culturally embracing. Although Americans and Filipinos 
are similar in Hofstede’s [17] uncertainty avoidance index, 
Filipinos remain more culturally uncertain than Americans. 
While multiple ethnicities and cultures are found throughout 
the Philippines, Filipinos generally belong to a rather similar 
Asian ethnic groups classified linguistically as part of 
Austronesian or Malayo-Polynesian speaking people [41]. On 
the contrary, the United States has a very diverse population 
with thirty-one ancestry group with over one million members 
with German, Irish, and English Americans being the largest 
ancestry groups [42]. 
Filipino subjects scored higher on intercultural empathy 
dimension of intercultural communication competence. This 
supports earlier findings of Filipino’s “feeling” and 
“connecting” or “kapwa” culture when interacting with other 
humans [28], [29]. Higher intercultural sensitivity and “inner 
connecting” attitude enables Filipino people to better relate to 
others, have positive feelings toward others, and engage in 
empathic interaction with others [30]. 
VIII. LIMITATIONS 
There are several limitations to our study. The first 
limitation is a low potential for generalizability of the findings. 
Since the subjects in this study from two highly ranked 
universities in the U.S. and in the Philippines were surveyed 
using the convenience sampling method, they might not carry 
true representation of Master’s level learners across other 
universities in both countries. The second limitation is that the 
Filipino subjects used English as the second language during 
their education and when completing the questionnaires. 
Although the English language is the official language for 
business and academia, it is still not so widely spoken in 
everyday communication as in the United States. The English 
verbal fluency of Filipinos remains one key attribution for 
experiencing anxiety in oral communication among students 
[32]. The American respondents in this study did not report 
verbal fluency as an important factor leading to 
communication anxiety since the English language was the 
first or native language [32]. The third limitation is our focus 
on the national culture orientations as the primary variables 
when explaining the perceptional differences of intercultural 
communication competence and team performance between 
American and Filipino subjects. Identifying other variables, 
such as task complexity, demographic diversity, and status 
differences might better explain the complex communicative 
behaviors on multicultural teams.  
IX. CONCLUSIONS 
This study expands understanding of intercultural 
communication competence by comparing the Filipino and the 
U.S. respondents from two representative universities with 
substantial professional experience. While culturally explained 
differences were found on several dimensions of intercultural 
communication competence between the two groups, the 
Filipinos and the Americans were similar in interpersonal 
skills and team performance measure. The study also 
confirmed a relationship between intercultural communication 
competence and multicultural team performance perceived by 
the Filipino respondents. While affected by limitations, this 
study expands scholarly knowledge in intercultural 
communication competence paving the road for future 
research on this fascinating and culturally diverse subject. 
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